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G276-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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G356-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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G288-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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G460-1
Thank you for the information.

G460-2
Section 4.4.3 contains the significance criteria used in the analysis,
which incorporate criteria specified in the State CEQA Guidelines.
NEPA and the CEQA do not dictate an amount of information to be
provided but rather prescribe a level of treatment, which may in turn
require varying amounts of information to enable reviewers and
decision-makers to evaluate and compare alternatives.

The document has been prepared in full compliance of both the
NEPA and the CEQA with full disclosure of all potential
environmental impacts of the proposed project, which constitutes
substantial evidence in the public record to enable decision makers
to make an informed decision on the proposed Project.
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G460-3
Appendix F provides information on this topic. As stated in section
15149(b) of the State CEQA guidelines, "In its intended usage, an
EIR is not a technical document that can be prepared only by a
registered professional. The EIR serves as a public disclosure
document explaining the effects of the proposed project on the
environment, alternatives to the project, and ways to minimize
adverse effects and to increase beneficial effects."

G460-4
Section 4.4.1 summarizes the methodology for analyzing visual
impacts. Appendix F includes additional information about the
methodology used to evaluated aesthetic impacts and the specific
mathematical equations that were used to verify the distances at
which the FSRU would be visible. As stated in section 15204(a) of
the State CEQA Guidelines, "CEQA does not require a lead agency
to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and
experimentation recommended or demanded by comentors. When
responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to
significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all
information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at
full disclosure is made in the EIR."
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G460-5
See responses to Comments G460-2, -3, and -4.

Mitigation measures for each significant impact are stipulated
throughout the EIS/EIR and those that require future products, e.g.,
the Biological Resource Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring
Plan, contain a listing of topics that must be addressed. These
requirements are performance standards by which such plans
would be evaluated when it is practical to prepare them. Under the
CEQA, mitigation measures "may specify performance standards
which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and which
may be accomplished in more than one specific way." (State CEQA
Guidelines section 15126.4(b)). NEPA does not require
performance measures for proposed mitigation but only requires
mitigation measures to be identified (40 CFR 1502.14(f) and
1502.16(h)).

The lead Federal and State agencies share the responsibility to
ensure that mitigation measures are implemented. Table 6.1-1 in
Chapter 6 is the basis for the Mitigation Monitoring Program, which
would be implemented, consistent with section 15097(a) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, to ensure that each mitigation measure is
incorporated into Project design, construction, operation, and
maintenance activities.

G460-6
Section 4.4.4 has been revised to explicitly address each
significance criteria, which govern all analyses within Section 4.4.
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G460-7
Table 4.4-1 contains updated distances from onshore sites to the
FSRU.

G460-8
Impact AES-5 in Section 4.4 discusses nighttime ocean views
during construction and concludes that implementation of mitigation
measure would limit views of pipeline construction and reduce this
impact. Impact AES-6 discusses aesthetic impacts along the State
Scenic Highway and concludes that potential impacts would be
minor adverse and long-term but would not exceed the significance
criteria.

NEPA and the CEQA require that an EIS/EIR contain a detailed
discussion of possible mitigation measures; however, NEPA does
not require that a complete mitigation plan be done at the time of
the EIS. In Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S.
332, 109 S.Ct 1835 (1989), the court determined that "[t]here is a
fundamental distinction, however, between a requirement that
mitigation be discussed in sufficient detail to ensure that
environmental consequences have been fairly evaluated, on the
one hand, and a substantive requirement that a complete mitigation
plan be actually formulated and adopted, on the other."

Under the CEQA, mitigation measures "may specify performance
standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project
and which may be accomplished in more than one specific way."
(State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(b)). AM BioMar-3a in
Section 4.7.4 specifies the contents of the plan.

See also response to Comments G460-4 and G461-5.

Work and navigational lighting on board vessels used during
construction of the offshore pipelines would be visible much of the
time; however, this is a temporary condition not expected to last
more than 1.5 to 2 months.
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G460-9
See response to Comments G460-2 through G460-8.
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G460-10
Section 4.4 and Appendix F contain information on visual
resources, impacts, and mitigation. Appendix F describes how
visibility from various distances was evaluated and provides
additional simulations prepared for viewpoints at elevated sites
along the Malibu coastline and inland areas. Figure 2.2-1 shows the
height of the structures above the loaded waterline, which is also
discussed in Section 4.4.1.1. Section 4.4.1.2 contains additional
information on off-shore views from the coastline. Section 2.2.2.2
contains information on the paint color and scheme for the FSRU
hull.

A viewer standing on the road above the beach (about 47 feet
above sea level) versus standing on top of Mugu Peak (1,271 feet
above sea level) represents a change in viewing angle from
approximately 0.03° at the beach to 0.64° on top of Mugu Peak.
From a distance of 12 to 18 NM, the angle of elevation would make
a negligible difference that would not be discernible to the naked
eye. From both viewpoints, the FSRU would appear as a small,
featureless shape at the horizon, and often would not be visible due
to typical atmospheric conditions near the horizon.

G460-11
Section 4.4 contains information on the visual aspects of the
Project, potential impacts, and measures to address such impacts.
"...[t]he FSRU would appear similar in shape to commercial vessels
that are frequently seen in the Project area..." Table 4.3-1 contains
information on the numbers and representative sizes of vessels that
are commonly found in the proposed Project area, which vessels
constitute elements of the current environmental setting, in
consideration of which the nature and extent of potential impacts
must be judged. See Impact AES-1 in Section 4.4.4. Appendix F
includes additional simulations.
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G460-12
The visual simulations in Figures 4.4-13 and 4.4-16 represent views
under clear conditions and Figures 4.4-14 and 4.4-17 represent
views under typical marine conditions. Also see the response to
Comment G460-10.

G460-13
From a minimum distance of 12 NM, one could not ascribe an
"industrial" character to an unidentifiable offshore object at the
horizon. Viewers would naturally be inclined to assume that it is a
ship due to its location in a marine environment, but details of the
FSRU would not be discernible. Figure 2.1-2 shows the locations of
selected existing offshore industrial facilities and activities, including
the coastwise traffic lanes, in relation to the proposed Project.
Table 4.3-1 contains information on the number and representative
sizes of vessels transiting the Project area.

Aesthetic and visual impacts are analyzed in accordance with the
significance criteria cited in Section 4.4.3. Section 4.4.1.1 discusses
lighting onboard the FSRU, and AES-2 in Section 4.4.4 concludes
that, with implementation of mitigation, operational lighting of the
FSRU would be below its significance criteria.

Again, see Section 2.2.2.2 for information on the paint color and
scheme for the FSRU.
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G460-14
Public comment on Impact AES-3 in Section 4.4.4 has not
disagreed with its conclusion.

G460-15
Impact AES-2 in Section 4.4.4 contains additional information on
potential impacts to nightime views.

G460-16
Impact AES-6 in Section 4.4.4 contains additional information about
the potential aesthetic impacts due to onshore construction.

G460-17
See response to Comment G460-2.

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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G287-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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G110-1
The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) has been updated since
issuance of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR. The lead agencies
directed preparation of the current IRA, and the U.S. Department of
Energy's Sandia National Laboratories independently reviewed it,
as discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix C.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix C1) discuss the models and
assumptions used and the verification process. Sandia National
Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded that the models used were
appropriate and produced valid results.

G110-2
Section 4.16.3 discusses the impact on available housing.

G110-3
Section 4.16.3 discusses the impact on existing public services.

G110-4
Section 4.2 and Appendix C contain additional and revised
information on public safety.

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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G257-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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G240-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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G461-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

G461-2
Section 1.0 contains information on this topic.
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G461-3
The projected FSRU in-service life is a maximum of 40 years.
Environmental conditions and specific impacts 40 years from now
are not reasonably foreseeable. As noted in Section 2.8,
supplemental NEPA/CEQA documentation, which would take into
consideration the environmental conditions at the time, would be
required prior to the decommissioning of the FSRU. Also as noted
in Section 2.8, as part of the license approval, the DWPA requires
each applicant to furnish a bond or demonstrate other proof that if
the project is abandoned then sufficient monies would be available
for either completion or demolition of the project.

G461-4
Section 1.1.2 contains information on the Governor of California's
role in DWP licensing. As discussed, MARAD may not issue a
license without the approval of the Governor of the adjacent coastal
state (33 U.S.C. 1503(c)(8)). Section 1.1.3 contains information on
the role of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA):
"[t]he Port must meet all Federal and State requirements and is
required to obtain air and water discharge permits from the
USEPA." Section 1.2.1 contains additional information on Federal
and State responsibilities. Section 1.1.4 contains information on the
role of the CSLC to consider whether or not to grant a lease of
State lands for the subsea pipelines. The lease may also include
conditions relating to those parts of the Project not located on the
lease premises. As described in Section 1.3.1, one of the main
purposes of the EIS/EIR for MARAD is to "(f)acilitate a
determination of whether the Applicant has demonstrated that the
DWP would be located, constructed, and operated in a manner that
represents the best available technology necessary to prevent or
minimize any adverse impacts on the marine environment."

The USEPA, the U.S. Department of Commerce, including NOAA's
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS or NOAA Fisheries
Service), and the U.S. Department of the Interior, including the
Minerals Management Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, are cooperating Federal agencies.

As discussed in Section 1.3.2, for significant impacts, the CSLC
must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations to approve
the Project if the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or
other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable
adverse environmental effects (State CEQA Guidelines section
15093(a)). After the CSLC's decision, other State and local
agencies may take actions on the Project, i.e., on related permits or
necessary approvals. These agencies include the California Public
Utilities Commission, the California Coastal Commission, the



California Department of Fish and Game, the California Air
Resources Board, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board, the California Department of Transportation, the City of
Oxnard and/or Ventura County (for the onshore part of the Project
within the coastal zone), and local air quality control districts such
as the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District and the South
Coast Air Quality Management District. Section 1.4.2 contains
information on the changes to the proposed Project that have been
made during the environmental review process.

Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional
45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold one or more
hearings to certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant
a lease. The California Coastal Commission will also hold a
hearing. Comments received will be evaluated before any final
decision is made regarding the proposed Project.

G461-5
The lead Federal and State agencies share the responsibility to
ensure that mitigation measures are implemented. Table 6.1-1 in
Chapter 6 is the basis for the Mitigation Monitoring Program, which
would be implemented, consistent with section 15097(a) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, to ensure that each mitigation measure is
incorporated into Project design, construction, operation, and
maintenance activities.

G461-6
Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The USCG specifies
performance levels that all deepwater ports must meet; Section
4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety standards for the
deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains information on pipeline
safety and inspections. The EIS/EIR's analyses have been
developed with consideration of these factors and regulations.
Appendix C3-2 contains additional information on this topic. See
also the response to Comment G461-4.

G461-7

2004/G461



The allocation and price of natural gas are not within the scope of
this EIS/EIR.

G461-8
Section 4.2.5 contains information on liability in case of an accident
and reimbursement for local agencies.

G461-9
This EIS/EIR only evaluates the proposed Project and is not
designed to set policy for any other LNG terminal project.

2004/G461
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G461-10
The IRA does not assume safety but rather evaluates a range of
potential accidents because it is part of the environmental baseline.

G461-11
The IRA was determined to contain sensitive security information
(SSI), and it was not made available to the general public; however,
it was available for review by Federal, State, and local agency
staffs and officials with safety and security responsibilities and
clearances. The results of the 2004 IRA were summarized in the
October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR.

With the exception of certain SSI in Appendix D, the entire text of
the IRA and its supporting documents are included in Appendix C.
As noted in the preface to Appendix D (Collision Analysis) to the
IRA, "(t)he complete report is available for review by Federal, State,
and local agency staffs and elected officials with safety and security
responsibilities and clearances."

G461-12
Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies regulations that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. Impact EJ-1 in
Section 4.19.4 addresses additional pipeline design requirements in
areas of low-income and minority communities. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations and in full conformance with the requirements of
NEPA and the CEQA.

G461-13
Section 2.2.2.3 describes the regasification process and how the
LNG would be vaporized. Natural gas would provide the heat for
vaporization. Primary odorization would occur on the FSRU (see
Section 2.2.2.4).

G461-14
The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) has been updated since
issuance of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR. The lead agencies
directed preparation of the current IRA, and the U.S. Department of
Energy's Sandia National Laboratories independently reviewed it,



as discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix C.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix C1) discuss the models and
assumptions used and the verification process. Sandia National
Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded that the models used were
appropriate and produced valid results.
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G461-15
MM TerrBio-2g in Section 4.8.4 addresses this topic.

G461-16
Impact AGR-4 in Section 4.5.4 addresses dust generated during
construction. Table 6.1-1 identifies agencies responsible for
monitoring each of the mitigation requirements.

G461-17
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project changes.
Impact AIR-8 in Section 4.6.4 contains an updated analysis of
impacts on air quality from the FSRU and Project vessels.

G461-18
Impact AIR-8 in Section 4.6.4 contains information on ammonia at
the FSRU.

G461-19
Impact AIR-3 in Section 4.6.4 contains revised information on
impacts from a pipeline release.

G461-20
As described in Section 2.3.2, the shore crossing would be installed
beneath Ormond Beach. Sections 4.8.1 and 4.14.1.2 discuss
Ormond Beach wetlands. Section 4.8.4 discusses mitigation
measures to minimize impacts on wetlands. The presence of the
pipelines under Ormond Beach would not restrict access to the
area for recreation or otherwise alter recreation opportunities at
Ormond Beach. During construction, the horizontal directional
boring activities would be contained within the Reliant Energy
property, and the pipeline would be buried underneath the beach.
This topic is discussed further in Sections 4.15.4 and 4.2.8.4.
Updated information about the restoration efforts at Ormond Beach
is included in Section 4.13.2. Figure 4.13-1 has been revised.
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